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REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest in this appeal is the following party: Lenovo (Singapore) Pte. Ltd,, a 
corporation of Singapore, having a place of business at 9 Chemgi Business Park, Central 1 3 
Singapore 486048. 
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HET^^n A PPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

With respect to other appeals or interferences that will directly affect, or be directly affected by, or 
have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal, there are no such appeals or 
interferences. 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 

A* TOTAL NUMBER OP CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

Claims in the application are: 1*50 

B. STATUS OF ALL THE CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

1 . Claims canceled: 3 and 48 

2. Claims withdrawn from consideration but not canceled: None 

3. Claims pending: 1 -2, 447, and 49-50 

4. Claims allowed: None 

5. Claims rejected: 1-2, 4-47 t and 49-50 

6. Claims objected to: None 

C. CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

The claims on appeal are: 1-2, 4-47, and 49-50 
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STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
No amendments have been submitted since the final rejection. 
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 
X, CLAIM 1 . INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 1 is directed to a method for creating customized disk images for 
loading software onto a computer. The method is shown in Figures 5-7, discussed on page 1 1, 
line 12 through page 13, line 17. The method contains the following steps: 

• receiving software requirements for a given system from a plurality of users - This step is 
shown in Figure 5, step 200, discussed on page 11, lines 14-16. Additionally, Figure 2A, 
discussed on page 7, line 22 through page 8, line 15, illustrates that the requirements from 
a system are received from a number of different users. 

• determining (a) a plurality of software components that will fulfill the software 
requirements while addressing constraints and affinities between said plurality of software 
components and (b) a respective plurality of configuration options that reflect current best 
practices with regard to said plurality of software components - This step is shown as steps 
203-204 of figure 5, and is further elaborated in Figure 6, discussed on page 12, line 6-24. 

• generating a disk image containing said plurality of software components configured 
according to said respective plurality of configuration options - This step is shown in 
Figure 7, especially in step 243; the flowchart of Figure 7 is discussed on page 12, line 25 
through page 13, linel7. 

B. CLAIM 15 - DEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 15 is directed to clarifying that the software requirements are 
received in a structured format that is extensible Markup Language (XML), 

C. CLAIM 16 -INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 16 is directed to a method for creating a customized disk image for 
loading software onto a computer. The method is shown in Figures 5-7, discussed on page 1 1, 
line 12 through page 13, line 1 7. The method contains the following steps: 
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• parsing a plurality of inputs for a desired system to extract specifications regarding 
software. This step is shown in Figure 5 as steps 201 and 202, discussed on page 11, lines 
17-22, 

• evaluating rules that apply to the plurality of inputs to derive a set of software 
components conforming to the specifications; 

• evaluating additional rules that apply to the plurality of inputs to derive a set of 
configuration options conforming to the specifications. Both evaluating steps are shown as 
step 203 in figure 5, discussed on page 1 1 , lines 23-24. Exemplary embodiments of the 
rules and configurations are shown as contained in knowledge bases 91, 92, and 93, 
discussed on page 10, lines 5-18. 

• storing each software component from the set of software components on a storage 
device; 

• configuring each software component stored on the storage device in accordance to the 
set of configuration options. These two steps are shown as step 204 of Figure 5, discussed 
on page 1 1, lines 23-24, and as step 226 of Figure 6, discussed on page 12, lines 19-20, 
which show generating the provisioning order. 

• generating a disk image from contents of the storage device. This step is shown in Figure 
7, especially step 243; the step is discussed on page 1 2, line 25 through page 13, line 1 3. 

D, CLAIM 17 -DEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 17 is directed to further clarifying the method of claim 16 and 
defines the inputs as requests from hypertext browsers. This feature is discussed on page 8, lines 
9-10. 

E- CLAIM 19 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 19 is directed to a computer program product and corresponds to 
claim 1 . The computer program product is discussed on page 16, lines 13-24. 
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F. CLAIM 34 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 34 is directed to a data processing system and corresponds to claim 
1. The data processing system is depicted in Figure 3, discussed on page 9, line 23 through page 
10, line 23. 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1-2, 4-14, 16, 19-32, 34-47, 49-50) 

Claims 1-2, 4-14, 16, 19-32. 34-47, 49-50 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over 
Kroening, Method for Configuring Sof tware for a Build to Order System. U.S. Patent No. 
6,775,829, August 10, 2004 1 (hereinafter "Kroening") in view of Marino etal, Method and 
System for Installing Software on a Comoutar System. U.S. Patent No. 6,681,391, January 20, 2004 
(hereinafter "Marino"). 

B. GROUND OF REJECTION 2 (Claims 15 and 33) 

Claims 1 5 and 33 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 1 03(a) as obvious over Kroening in view of 
Marino, further in view of Humpleraan et at, Method and App*™t"« for User and Device 
Command and Control in a Network. U.S. Patent No. 6,546,419, April 8, 2003 2 (hereinafter 
"Humpleman"). 

C. GROUND OF REJECTION 3 (Claims 17-18) 

Claims 17-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Kroening, Marino, further 
in view of Lo et aL Accessing a ERP Application Over the Internet Using Strongly Typed 
Declarative Language Files. U.S. Patent No. 6,854,120, February 8, 2005 (hereinafter "Lo"). 



1 This patent is subject to a terminal disclaimer. 

2 This patent is subject to a terminal disclaimer, 
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ARGUMENTS 



A, GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1-2, 4-14, lfi, 19-32, 3*47, 4*-50) 

The rejection states: 

As Per Claim 1 , Kroening teaches a method for creating customized disk 
images for loading software onto a computer (E.g. see Abstract and associated 
text), the method comprising the steps: 

Receiving software requirements (E.g. see FIG. 2, order 208 and associated 
text) from a plurality of users (E.g. see FIG, 2> user 202, 204 206 and 
associated text & col, 1 1 > lines 7-8); 

Determining (a) a plurality of software components that will fulfill the 
software requirements while addressing constraints and affinities between said 
plurality of software components and (b) a respective plurality of configuration 
options that reflect current best practices with regard to said plurality of 
software components (ool 6, lines 17-27); and 

generating a disk image containing said plurality software components 
configured according to said respective plurality of configuration options. (E.g. 
see FIG. 2 and associated text, e.g. see col. 5:59 to col. 6:50). 

Kroening does not specifically teach software requirements for a given 
system. However, Marino teaches the software requirements for a given system 
from a plurality of users ("many different user 11 ) [col. 2, lines 19-51]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Marino and Kroening 
because Marino 's teaching would customized the installation software image 
for a plurality of users without requiring expensive oversight or trouble- 
shooting to install the software image. 

If the Patent Office does not produce a prima facie case of unpatentability, then without 
more the applicant is entitled to grant of a patent. In re QeHker, 977 F.2d 1 443, 1445, 24 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1443, 1444 (Fed, Cir. 1992); In re Grabiak, 769 F.2d 729, 733, 226 U.S.P.Q. 870, 
873 (Fed Cir. 1985). A prima fade case of obviousness is established when the teachings of the 
prior art itself suggest the claimed subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art. In re 
Bell 991 F.2d 781, 783, 26 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The mere fact that 
references can be combined or modified does not render the resultant combination obvious 
unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the combination. In re Milts, 91 6 R2d 680, 1 6 
USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Exemplary claim 1 is not obvious over Kroening and Marino for at least two reasons: 
(a) the combination of these references would not meet the feature of "receiving software 
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requirements for a given system from a plurality of users" and (b) one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not use the suggested motivation to combine these references. Each will be discussed 
separately. 

Claim feature ; receiving requirements from a plurality of users 

In the invention recited in claim I, software requirements are received for "a given system 

from a plurality ofusersT. This feature reflects the needs of a business in which input is desired 

from a number of people who understand different aspects of the business. Rather than require an 

administrator to collect and collate these different requirements, the methodology of claim 1 

allows the system to collect the requirements from the different users. 

In contrast, although Kroenlng receives input from multiple users, each user is creating 

their own system, rather than each providing input for the same system. The exemplary 

embodiment of Kroenlng states. 

In referring to FIG. 2, an exemplary embodiment 200 is shown wherein a logic 
flow for creating a disk image of a desired software configuration is illustrated. 
A plurality of users 202, 204 and 206 enter orders for a firgj information 
handling system, a second information handling system and up to an " Nth " 
information handling system. The first information handling system is different 
from the second information handling system. 3 

One of ordinary skill in the art would understand from this excerpt and from Kroenlng as a 

whole that the system of Kroenlng takes each user's input and creates a corresponding 

information handling system, but does not use multiple user input for a single system. 

Additionally, contrary to statements in the rejection, Marino does not disclose multiple 

users providing input for a given system, The rejection quoted above asserts that "Marino 

teaches the software requirements fora given system from a plurality of users f'many different 

user") [col 2, lines 19-51]." However, when one looks at the entire thought in Marino, this 

patent states, "Furthermore, determination of an installation order in accordance with the 

invention allows many different user con figurations to be detected and modified as required 

without requiring expensive oversight or troubleshooting to install a suite of interest, including 

via automated installations. 9 * Marino recognizes that there can be many user configurations but 

this does not translate into many users providing input to a system. Thus, the step of "receiving 

3 Kroening, column 5, lines 61-64 

4 Marino, column 2, lines 46-51 



(Appeal Brief Page 1 1 of 15) 
Bantzetal.- 10/085,547 



PAGE 13/27 * RCVD AT 1112/2005 3:05:02 PM [Eastern Standard Time]* SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/31 1 DNIS:2738300 * CSID:972 385 7766 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-22 



NOV 02 2005 3tlQPM YEE 8. RSSOCIRTES, P.C. (972J 385-77GG 



p. 14 



software requirements for a given system from a plurality of users" is not met by either 
Kroening or Marino, nor by their combination. 
Motive to Combine 

The rejection suggests, as the motive for combining Marino with Kroening, that: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ait at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Marino and Kroening 
because Marino's teaching would customized the installation software image 
for a plurality of users without requiring expensive oversight or trouble- 
shooting to install the software image. 

However, this motivation would not have been used by one of ordinary skill in the art as a reason 

to combine these patents. Kroening notes that it provides a ''custom software configuration"* for 

installation on a "build-to-order system"*. It discloses this capability as already existing in the 

system it discloses, which provides the customized service for new systems. Therefore, there 

would be no motivation to provide an additional customization from Marino, as the 

customization already exists, Marino does also offer this customization for upgrading existing 

suites, but since Kroening is directed solely to customizing new systems, there is again no 

motivation to combine these patents, Hius, the cited motivation to combine does not appear to be 

one that would be used by one of ordinary skill in the art, 

Therefore, claim 1 and the other claims in this grouping have been shown to be allowable 

over the combination of Kroening with Marino. 



B* GROUND OF REJECTION 2 (Claims 15 and 33) 

The rejection states: 

As Per Claim 1 5, the rejection of claim 14 is incorporated and further Kroening 
and Marino do not explicitly disclose Extensible Maikup Language (XML), 
However, Humpleman in an analogous art teaches wherein the structured 
format is Extensible Markup Language (,XML)" (E.g. see col. 3:10-17). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of 
Humpleman into the teaching of Kroening to use the structured format like 
XML. The modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated so that the selection information for each 
home device can include an iconic representation of the home device. And, the 
structured format can include the XML format. 



5 Kroening, abstract 
* Kroening, title 
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A prima facie case of obviousness is established when the teachings of the prior art itself 
suggest the claimed subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art. In re Belt, 991 F.2d 
781, 783, 26 lLS.P.Q,2d 1529, 1531 (Fed, Cir. 1993). The mere fact that references can be 
combined or modified does not render the resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also 
suggests the desirability of the combination. In re Mills, 916 R2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. 
Cir. 1990). A prior art reference must be considered in its entirety, Le., as a whole, including 
portions that would lead away from the claimed invention. Gore <fi Associates, Inc. v. 
Garlock Inc., 721 R2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984). 

Representative claim 15 is dependent on claim 14, which recites "wherein the 
requirements are represented in a structured format^ claim 15 recites, therein the structured 
format is Extensible Markup Language (XML/ 9 . 

This claim is not obvious over the combination of Kroening, Marino, and Humpleman 
because one of ordinary skill in the ait would not combine Humpleman with the others when 
they are considered as a whole. In considering the references as a whole, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would look at the problems recognized and solved. Kroening and Marino are generally 
directed towards configuring and loading software onto computers, as shown by their titles : 
Method for Configuring Software for a Build to Order System (KroenLag) and Method and 
System for Installing S oftware on a Computer System (Marino). In contrast, Humpleman 
recognizes problems with "network systems, and more particularly, ... [with a] home network 
having multiple devices connected thereto" 7 . These two problems are unrelated and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to combine these references when they are read a 
whole- As further support, the cited references provide entirely different solutions: Although 
Kroening and Marino differ in their methodology, both recite either "configuring software'* 
(Kroening) or "installing a software suite" (Marino) on a computer. In contrast, Humpleman 
provides "method and system for performing a service on a home network having a plurality of 
home devices connected thereto". Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated 
to combine these references in the manner suggested by the examiner. The references can be 
combined only through the improper use of hindsight with the benefit of applicants* disclosure as 
a template to reach the presently claimed invention, 

7 Humpleman, column 1, lines 28-30 
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C. GROUND OF REJECTION 3 (Claims 17-18) 

The rejection states: 

As Per claim 1 7, the rejection of claim 1 6 is incorporated and flirther Kroening 
does not explicitly disclose inputs are requests from hypertext browsers. 
However, Lo in an analogous art teaches wherein the plurality of inputs are 
requests form hypertext browsers (E.g. see col. 2:21-47). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of Lo into the teaching of 
Kroening so that inputs are requests from hypertext browsers. The modification 
would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to transfer any data entered by the user into the HTML input 
form and any data stored in the requested HTML page into the ERP application 
API (E.g. see col. 2:33-35). 

A prior art reference must be considered in its entirety, i.e., as a whole, including portions 
that would lead away from the claimed invention. W.L. Gore & Associates, Inc. v. Garlock Inc., 
721 F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984). 

Representative 1 7 is dependent on claim 1 6 and recites "wherein the plurality of inputs 
are requests from hypertext browsers". This claim is not obvious over the combination of 
Kroening, Marino, and Lo because one of ordinary skill in the art would not combine Lo with 
the other patents when they are considered as a whole. In considering the references as a whole, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would look at the problems recognized and solved. Kroening and 
Marino are generally directed towards configuring and loading software onto computers, as 
noted above. In contrast, Lo recognizes problems with "enterprise resource planning systems 
performed by computers [especially] accessing an enterprise resource planning application 
over the Internet using Java". These two problems are unrelated and one of ordinary skill in the 
art would not be motivated to combine these references when they are read a whole. As further 
support, the cited references provide entirely different solutions: Kroening and Marino prepare 
software for installation on a system. In contrast, Lo provides "a method and apparatus for 
executing pre-defined API calls in an ERP system via the Internet*. Thus, one of ordinary skill 
in the art would not be motivated to combine these references in the manner suggested by the 
examiner. The references can be combined only through the improper use of hindsight with the 
benefit of applicants' disclosure as a template to reach the presently claimed invention. 
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The Board of Appeals is requested to reverse the outstanding rejections and indicate all 
claims to be allowable. 




Reg. No. 36,536 
YEE & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 
POBox 802333 
Dallas, TX 75380 
(972) 385-8777 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

The text of the claims involved in the appeal are : 

1 . A method for creating customized disk images for loading software onto a computer, the 
method comprising the steps: 

receiving software requirements for a given system from a plurality of users; 

determining (a) a plurality of software components that will fulfill the software 
requirements while addressing constraints and affinities between said plurality of software 
components and (b) a respective plurality of configuration options that reflect current best 
practices with regard to said plurality of software components; and 

generating a disk image containing said plurality of software components configured 
according to said respective plurality of configuration options. 

2. The method of claim 1, wherein said determining step applies rules to the software 
requirements to identify software components that comply with the software requirements. 

3. (Cancelled) 

4. The method of claim 2, wherein the rules include rules mapping a software requirement 
into a corresponding software component. 

5. The method of claim 2, wherein the rules include rules specifying when particular 
versions of a particular software component are to be utilized. 
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6. The method of claim 2, wherein the rales include rules specifying installation options 
regarding a particular software component. 

7. The method of claim 2, wherein the rules include roles specifying how to test a particular 
software component 

8. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
testing the disk image. 

9. The method of claim 8, wherein testing the disk image includes verifying that said 
plurality of software components complies with the software requirements. 

10. The method of claim 8, wherein testing the disk image includes verifying that said 
plurality of software components complies with at least one rule. 

11- The method of claim 1, further comprising: 

generating a difference image that represents differences between the disk image and another 
existing disk image, whereby the another existing disk image may be updated to match the disk 
image by applying the difference image to the another existing disk image. 

1 2. The method of claim 1 , wherein the software requirements are received through a 
network that includes the Internet. 

13. The method of claim I , wherein the software requirements can be received in terms of 
customer needs rather than specific software components . 

14. The method of claim 1 , wherein the requirements are represented in a structured format. 
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15. The method of claim 14> wherein the structured format is Extensible Markup Language 
(XML). 

16. A method for creating a customized disk image for loading software onto a computer, the 
method comprising the computer-implemented steps: 

parsing a plurality of inputs regarding a desired system to extract specifications regarding 
software; 

evaluating a plurality of rules with respect to the plurality of inputs to derive a set of 
software components conforming to the specifications; 

evaluating a second plurality of rules with respect to the plurality of inputs to derive a set 
of configuration options conforming to at least the specifications; 

storing each software component from the set of software components on a storage 

device; 

configuring each software component stored on the storage device in accordance to the 
set of configuration options; and 

generating a disk image from contents of the storage device. 

1 7. The method of claim 1 6, wherein the plurality of inputs are requests from hypertext 
browsers. 

18. The method of claim 1 6, wherein the plurality of inputs arc XML documents, 

19. A computer program product stored in a computer-readable medium and comprising 
functional descriptive data that, when executed by a computer, enables the computer to create 
customized disk images for loading software onto a computer, including the steps: 
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receiving software requirements for a given system from a plurality of users; 

determining (a) a plurality of software components that will fulfill the software 
requirements while addressing constraints and affinities between said plurality of software 
components and (b> a respective plurality of configuration options that reflect current best 
practices with regard to said plurality of software components; and 

generating a disk image containing said plurality of software components configured 
according to said respective plurality of configuration options. 

20. The computer program product of claim 1 9, wherein said determining step applies rules 
to the software requirements to identify software component that comply with the software 
requirements. 

2 1 . The computer program product of claim 20, wherein the rules are stored in a database. 

22. The computer program product of claim 21, wherein the rules include rules mapping a 
software requirement into a corresponding software component, 

23. The computer program product of claim 21, wherein the rules include rules specifying 
when particular versions of a particular software component are to be utilized. 

24. The computer program product of claim 21, wherein the rules include rules specifying 
installation options regarding a particular software component, 

25. The computer program product of claim 21 , wherein the rules include rules specifying 
how to test a particular software component. 
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26. The computer program product of claim 1 9, comprising additional functional descriptive 
data that, when executed by the computer, enables the computer to perform additional acts 
including: 

testing the disk image. 

27. The computer program product of claim 26, wherein testing the disk image includes 
verifying that said plurality of software components complies with the software requirements. 

28. The computer program product of claim 26, wherein testing the disk image includes 
verifying that said plurality of software components complies with at least one rule. 

29. The computer program product of claim 1 9, comprising additional functional descriptive 
data that, when executed by the computer, enables the computer to perform additional acts 
including: 

generating a difference image that represents differences between the disk image and 
another existing disk image, whereby the another existing disk image may be updated to match 
the disk image by applying the difference image to the another existing disk image. 

30. The computer program product of claim 19, wherein the software requirements are 
received through a network that includes the Internet 

31 . The computer program product of claim 19, wherein the software requirements can be 
received in terms of customer needs rather than specific software components. 

32. The computer program product of claim 19, wherein the requirements are represented in a 
structured format. 
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33. The computer program product of claim 32, wherein the structured format is Extensible 
Markup Language (XML)- 

34. A data processing system capable of creating customized disk images for loading 
software onto a computer, said data processing system comprising: 

instructions for receiving software requirements for a given system from a plurality of 

users; 

instructions for determining (a) a plurality of software components that will fulfill the 
software requirements while addressing constraints and affinities between said plurality of 
software components and (b) a respective plurality of configuration options that reflect current 
best practices with regard to said plurality of software components; and 

instructions for generating a disk image containing said plurality of software components 
configured according to said respective plurality of configuration options. 

35. The data processing system of claim 34, wherein said instructions for determining applies 
rules to the software requirements to identify software component that comply with the software 
requirements * 

36. The data processing system of claim 35, wherein the rules are stored in a database. 

37. The data processing system of claim 36, wherein the rules include rules mapping a 
software requirement into a corresponding software component. 

38. The data processing system of claim 36, wherein the rules include rules specifying when 
particular versions of a particular software component are to be utilized. 
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39. The data processing system of claim 36, wherein the rules include rules specifying 
installation options regarding a particular software component. 

40. The data processing system of claim 36, wherein the rules include rules specifying how to 
test a particular software component 

41 . The data processing system of claim 34, further comprising: 
means for testing the disk image. 

42. The data processing system of claim 41 9 wherein testing the disk image includes verifying 
that said plurality of software components complies with the software requirements. 

43. The data processing system of claim 41, wherein testing the disk image includes verifying 
that item said plurality of software complies with at least one rule/ 

44. The data processing system of claim 34, further comprising: 

means for generating a difference image that represents differences between the disk 
image and another existing disk image, whereby the another existing disk image may be updated 
to match the disk image by applying the difference image to the another existing disk image. 

45. The data processing system of claim 34, wherein the software requirements are received 
through a network that includes the Internet, 

46. The data processing system of claim 34, wherein the software requirements can be 
received in terms of customer needs rather than specific software components. 

47. The data processing system of claim 34, wherein the requirements axe represented in a 
structured format, such as Extensible Markup Language (XML), 
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48. (Cancelled) 

49. The method of claim 1 , further comprising storing said disk image on a computer 
readable media and distributing said computer-readable media to a client. 

50. The data processing system of claim 34, further comprising instructions for storing said 
disk image on a computer-readable media, wherein said computer-readable media can be 
distributed to a client. 



(Appeal Brief Page 2* of 25) 
Buntz ct al- 10/085.547 



PAGE 25/27 1 RCVD AT 11/2/2005 3:05:02 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/31 * DNIS:2738300 * CS!D:972 385 7766 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-22 



Nov; 02 2005 35 12PM YEE 8. ASSOCIATES, P.C. (972J 385-77G6 p,2G 

EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

There is no evidence to be presented. 
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RELATED PRO^E^BVIgff AfPE^DIX 
There are no related proceedings* 
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